June 9, 2009

shipments of tea that the English
sought to tax. These Massachusetts pa-
triots yearned for liberty, opposed
“taxation without representation,”
and stepped into history books with
this simple act of defiance.

But conspicuously absent from too
many of those same history books is a
group of Rhode Island men who took on
the British Crown in a bold, insubordi-
nate gesture matching the temper of
their bold and insubordinate colony
more than a year earlier than the Bos-
ton Tea Party. This evening, I would
like to share the story of the H.M.S.
Gaspee, a daring group of Rhode Island-
ers, and the real beginning of the fight
for American independence.

In the early 1770s, as tensions be-
tween England and her American colo-
nies grew increasingly strained, King
George IIT stationed the H.M.S. Gaspee,
under the command of Lieutenant Wil-
liam Dudingston, in the waters of
Rhode Island. Its mission was to search
incoming ships for smuggled goods and
contraband and to enforce the payment
of taxes.

On June 9, 1772, 237 years ago tonight,
the sailing vessel Hannah was traveling
from Newport to Providence, when it
was intercepted by the Gaspee and or-
dered to stop to allow a search. On
board the Hannah, CAPT Benjamin
Lindsey refused and continued on his
course, despite warning shots fired by
the Gaspee. Under full sail and into a
falling tide, the Hannah pressed north
up Narragansett Bay with the Gaspee in
hot pursuit. Overmatched in size, Cap-
tain Lindsey found advantage in guile
and in his greater knowledge of Rhode
Island waters. He led the Gaspee to the
shallow water of Pawtuxet Cove.
There, the lighter Hannah sped over
the shallows, but the heavier Gaspee
ran aground in the shallow waters off
Namquid Point. The Gaspee was stuck,
until the higher tides of the following
day would lift her from the mud.

Captain Lindsey proceeded on his
course to Providence, where he met
with a group of Rhode Islanders, in-
cluding John Brown, a community
leader whose family helped found
Brown University. The two men ar-
ranged for a meeting of local patriots
at Sabin’s Tavern, on what is now
Providence’s east side, later that
evening. At the meeting, the assembled
Rhode Islanders decided to act. The
HMS Gaspee was a symbol of their op-
pression and she was helplessly strand-
ed in Pawtuxet Cove. The opportunity
was too good to pass up.

That night, there was no moonlight
on the waters of Pawtuxet Cove. The
Gaspee lay silent on the sandbar. Down
the bay from Providence came 60 men
in longboats, led by John Brown and
Abraham Whipple, armed and headed
through those dark waters for the
Gaspee.

When the men reached the Gaspee
and surrounded it, Brown called out
and demanded that Lieutenant
Dudingston surrender his vessel.
Dudingston refused and instead ordered
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his men to fire upon anyone who at-
tempted to board the Gaspee.

That was all these Rhode Islanders
needed to hear, and they rushed the
Gaspee and forced their way aboard her.
In the violent melee, Lieutenant
Dudingston was shot in the arm by a
musket ball. Rhode Islanders had
drawn the first blood of the conflict
that would lead to American independ-
ence, right there in Pawtuxet Cove, 16
months before the ‘““Tea Party’ in Bos-
ton.

Brown and Whipple’s men seized con-
trol of the Gaspee from its British crew
and transported the captive English-
man safely to shore. They then re-
turned to the abandoned Gaspee to set
her afire and watched as the powder
magazine exploded, blowing the ship
apart and leaving her remains to burn
to the water line. That historic loca-
tion is now called Gaspee Point.

Since that night in June, 237 years
ago tonight when the Gaspee burned,
Rhode Islanders have marked the event
with celebration. This year, as I do
every year, I will march in the annual
Gaspee Days Parade in Warwick, RI.
Every year, I think about what it must
have been like to be among those 60
men: muffled oars on dark waters; com-
rades pulling with voices hushed; a
shouted demand, the indignant re-
sponse, and then a pell-mell rush to
clamber aboard; the oaths and shouts
of struggle, gun shots and powder
smoke, the clash of sword and cutlass;
and when it was over, the bright fire of
the ship in the night, the explosion
turning night to day and reverberating
across the bay and the hiss and splash
as the pieces fell and the water claimed
the flames.

I hope that one day the tale of the
brave Rhode Islanders who stormed the
HMS Gaspee will be remembered among
the other stories of the Revolution and
that they will be given their due place
in our Nation’s history beside the tea
partiers of Boston.

I hope, frankly, on an annual basis,
to come back to this floor and relate
that story over and over and over
again. It is a proud part of Rhode Is-
land’s heritage.

————
TORTURE

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
wish to now change the subject and
speak about an incident that is not
part of anybody’s proud heritage and
that is the evidence we have recently
heard about America’s descent into
torture. I know it is an awkward sub-
ject to talk about, an awkward subject
to think about. On the one hand, we, as
Americans, love our country, we hate
the violence that has been done to us,
and we want more than anything to
protect our people from attacks. On
the other hand, torture is wrong and
we have known it and behaved accord-
ingly in far worse circumstances than
now.

When Washington’s troops hid in the
snows of Valley Forge from a superior
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British force bent on their destruction,
we did not torture. When our capital
city was occupied and our Capitol
burned by troops of the world’s great-
est naval power, we did not torture.
When Nazi powers threatened our free-
dom in one hemisphere and Japanese
aircraft destroyed much of our Pacific
fleet in the other, we did not torture.
Indeed, even when Americans took
arms against Americans in our bloody
Civil War, we did not torture.

I know this is not easy. Our instincts
to protect our country are set against
our historic principles and our knowl-
edge of right versus wrong. It is all
made more difficult by how much that
is untrue, how much that is mis-
leading, and how much that is irrele-
vant have crowded into this discussion.
It is hard enough to address this issue
without being ensnared in a welter of
deception.

To try to clarify it, I wish to say a
few things. The first is that I see three
issues we need to grapple with. The
first is the torture itself: What did
Americans do? In what conditions of
humanity and hygiene were the tech-
niques applied? With what intensity
and duration? Are our preconceptions
about what was done based on the sani-
tized descriptions of techniques justi-
fied? Or was the actuality far worse?
Were the carefully described predicates
for the torture techniques and the limi-
tations on their use followed in prac-
tice? Or did the torture exceed the
predicates and bounds of the Office of
Legal Counsel opinions?

We do know this. We do know that
Director Panetta of the CIA recently
filed an affidavit in a U.S. Federal
court saying this:

These descriptions—

He is referring to descriptions of
EITs—enhanced interrogation tech-
niques—the torture techniques.

He says in his sworn affidavit:

These descriptions, however, are of EITs as
applied in actual operations and are of a
qualitatively different nature than the EIT
descriptions in the abstract contained in the
OLC memoranda.

The words ‘“‘as applied” and ‘‘in the
abstract’ are emphasized in the text.

These descriptions, however, are of EITs as
applied in actual operations and are of a
qualitatively different nature than the EIT
descriptions in the abstract contained in the
OLC memoranda.

The questions go on: What was the
role of private contractors? Why did
they need to be involved? And did their
peculiar motivations influence what
was done? Ultimately, was it success-
ful? Did it generate the immediately
actionable intelligence protecting
America from immediate threats that
it had been sold as producing? How did
the torture techniques stack up
against professional interrogation?

Well, that is a significant array of
questions all on its own, and we intend
to answer them in the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee under the leader-
ship of Chairman FEINSTEIN, expanding
on work already done, thanks to the



